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Hello, I want to talk about Iraq, and I really want to get to the point of what do we do when
our data in non-digested properly by some society, and I'd like to get to those points by
telling two stories if you'll tolerate me. It turns out that my wife and I are very passionate
about flying. We've got a little 1957 cloth-covered Piper airplane; it costs far less than one
semester at the London School I assure you. So there's nothing - nothing that should
impress you. And about eleven Sundays ago I was in our hangar changing our oil, and I
heard a plane coming into the pattern(?), and it sounded pretty rough. So I walked out the
hangar and looked up, and there's my neighbor from three hangars down coming into the
pattern(?), and his engine was back-firing like crazy. It went, "Bam-bam-bam-bam-bam",
probably about twenty times in about twenty seconds, and I thought, "Wow Al, if my engine
sounded like that I wouldn't just be flying into the pattern, I'd be diving into the runway."
And then I realized that his gear was sort of stuck halfway-up and halfway-down. So he's
got engine troubles, he's got gear trouble - he was just in a world of trouble. And if an
airplane doesn't have wind the going over its wing at enough speed it undergoes something
referred to as an aerodynamic stall; it means the wind stop picking up the plane and it
falls. And he obviously with all of his troubles didn't keep his nose down or didn't keep his
air speed up, and he stalled, and the wing dipped down, and he plunged about 500 feet to
the ground. His best friend was standing outside of his hanger and was just epileptic, so I
put him in the backseat of my car. We dashed to the crash site; we were probably there 90
seconds after he crashed, but the plane was in flames. As we ran up, the heat waves was
so hot on your face you wanted to stop, and the wings actually melted and bent up. This
was right next to a little local highway, and there was just nothing that could have been
done. And as I looked up there were probably 20, 30 people stopped along the edge of the
road, and almost all of them were weeping. And they didn't know who this was, they didn't
know that this was a retired guy - that he was dying doing something that he enjoyed

doing, essentially from his own mistakes. All they knew was someone had just died by a
method of execution with which they weren't comfortable; it wasn't one of those natural
causes of death. And these weeping people showed me that in spite of what you might read
in your tabloids there's no genetic deficiency in Americans or television brainwashing that
makes them dis-compassionate about human life. And it made me realize that my second
story, the story about a survey in Iraq, is all the more tragic for our inability to tell it. So as
most of you know, in most conflicts people die more of disease and hemorrhaging during
birth and other things like that normally than die of violence. So just about a year and a
little ago, I was quite convinced that the world would be a better place if I went to Iraq and
did a mortality survey to capture all that non-violent stuff that's going on. And I scrambled
around, I went to Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch and everyone I could,
and I begged for some money and eventually the Small Arms Survey and Johns Hopkins
each chipped in about 20,000 dollars and off I went. You may recall, in the first round of
this fiasco errant bombs
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apparently killed about 3500 civilians, but 16,000, mostly Kurds, died in the North of the
country when they were displaced from their homes, and Turkey wouldn't let them in. And,
much more importantly for our story right now, the insecurity and the retaliation by
Saddam's forces which is estimated to have killed some 65,000 people if we believe Human
Rights Watch probably dwarfed the true mortality profile from that initial invasion; that is,
internal insecurity killed more people than errant bombs or disease. And, there was a
decade of sanctions and as you recall, in early 2003 a coalition, I'm ashamed to say
primarily of my government and your government, invaded Iraq again. There's an effort
underway , funded by the US government, the Canadian government, and UNHCR called the
SMART Initiative, and it's an attempt to get relief groups who work in times of war to
standardize the way they measure mortality. And it's not quite done yet, but there's pretty
widespread agreement on a couple of things.
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The first one is you only need about 30 clusters in general to describe mortality for even a
large country. Secondly those system- those clusters should be assigned systematically
proportional to population - meaning big villages have more chances of getting a cluster
than smaller villages. And finally, that once you get to that village you need some
randomization process for picking the first house. When you go out and grab a cluster here
and a cluster there and a cluster there you don't quite end up with a statistical sample equal
to a random sample of that number of households; you don't end up with a number equal to
the number of individual clusters you went to - you end up with something in between. And
the loss of statistical power associated with grabbing clusters
6:10

is referred to as the design effect, and the design effect is your statistical power from youryour cluster survey compared to a random survey - so ratio of those two statistical powers.
And you lose power as you do fewer clusters, if the population is really stratified so there's
different kinds and different places and you don't stratify that way it increases your design
effect, and most importantly for our study - our story today if the event you're studying
clusters in space that will create a greater design effect with a cluster survey. This is some
work by Nancy Binkin
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at the CDC about a decade ago. She had this very large data set of a 150 clusters of 30
children each, and she weighed and measured each one. And this is a graph showing the
weight for height of those children. In reality, there's about 11 and a half percent
malnutrition weight for height, and with this huge data set she, in a simulation process,
went in and she grabbed clusters - 10 clusters of 30 children and then different simulated
surveys of 15 clusters of 30 children and 25 and 30 and 50. And she came to the
conclusion that above maybe 25 or 30 clusters you don't get much return for your logistic
money by going to more and more places. And this simulation process has been repeated
by Epicentre with regard to mortality data in Northern Uganda and has been repeated in a
couple settings for immunization coverage, and they generally come to the same conclusion
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getting up above 30 clusters doesn't give you much return for something that is more or
less homogeneously distributed in the population. So we went off to Iraq and we had really
two objectives to figure out 8:10

how many people had died and what have they died of. And in my mind that second thing
might be the most important because it gives us some guidance as to how to stop the
deaths. We had some unique problems as we did this. The first one was when we got to the
village;
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how were we going to find the first house without having to negotiate with the village mayor
or the police, how is it that we would be able to go between villages and - and stay under
the radar of the governors and the militias, and finally we wanted to very much minimize
travel on the highways because last August and September essentially people weren't
driving except for a few long-haul truckers between cities. So that process of systematic
assignment proportional to population goes like this.
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We got a population estimate of every governorate or province in Iraq, this is now in
millions of people, and we added up all of these populations, and it came to 24.3 million.
And we said OK, well, we want 30 clusters, first of all I think we might not be able to get
everywhere, so let's pick 33 in case we can only get 90-ish percent of the places we pick.
And so we're gonna pick 33 clusters, we added all this up, we divided that number, 24.3
million, by 33. And we came up with a sampling interval; the sampling interval happened to
be around every 739,000. And we picked a random number and started down this process
and to our random number we added 739,000, and again and again and again. And when
that number got more than 5.1 million then we start tallying those clusters here. And when
that number got more than these two combined, which would be about 7.5 million, we went
to this cluster here so that the larger clusters have more - pardon me - the larger
governorates have more clusters assigned to them than the smaller ones. Now, we went we went through a second stage as well. We wanted to minimize our travel, and so my Iraqi
colleague said, "You know Les, these two governorates, they're way up North, they're
Kurdish, the economies are the same, the weather 's the same, they're pretty much the
same - why go to both of them?" So we went through a second randomization process in
which we assigned all the clusters associated with these two to one or the other, and I'll
describe that right now. In terms of the first step, I'm just going to talk about these two
governorates for a moment.
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Ninawa is quite a bit bigger than Dahuk, there's about 2.3 million people there, if our
sampling interval is 739,000, that means that on average we would pick about 3.2 clusters
in this randomization process if we did it again and again and again - meaning that on
average, our process should always end up with around 95 households. We know from our
survey the average population was about 8 people per household, so the chances in this
process of any one house - pardon me - any one person in Ninawa province being visited
are about one in 3079. In the case of Dahuk,
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it's quite a bit smaller, so in fact only 88 percent of the time would we even land a cluster in
Dahuk. On average we should go to about 26 households. Low and beholds the chances that
we would visit any one person in Dahuk are about 1 in 3079 - exactly the same. Now in
terms of the pairing logic,
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we had assigned three clusters to Ninawa one cluster to Dahuk in that randomization
process. Now we've added these two together so we have a total of just under three million,
we've picked a random number between one and three million. If that random number was
less than 2.3 million then all of the clusters would go to Ninawa. If it was greater, all the
clusters would go to Dahuk. As fate had it, they went to Ninawa. Realize that this is still a
random sample; that there's a second phase of randomization here, but everyone in the
country, at least officially on the government's list, has an equal chance of being visited by
this process. But this pairing is going to clump our data a little more than the cluster
survey would have already, and perhaps increase our design effect. We thought that that
process minimized our travel by one third. When we got to the individual village we drove
around in a car;
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we would take out our GPS unit and estimate where we thought the edge of the village was
east to west, we'd drive the car to the other edge and store that one in our GPS until as
well, and then to the north edge, to the south edge. And we would come up with a crude
rectangle that more or less corresponded with the dimensions of the village. Then we put an
imaginary grid
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on that rectangle with 100 meter spacings. We put random numbers - pardon me - we put
numbers along the axis of the grid.
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In this cartoon we've got a village that's 700 meters by 1100 meters, and then we picked
two random numbers corresponding to those axis and when we placed ourselves

somewhere on that map we said, "Ah, I think we are here." The moment we did that this
artificial construct of a grid became a true set of distances and directions from
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where we were, and we could store that point in our GPS unit and say, " Alright, our
randomly picked point appears to be about 566 meters at a magnetic heading of 135
degrees from where our car is right now. So we'd drive around with our GPS unit hanging
out the window until we had gone 566 meters 135 degrees
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And when we got to that point, we would mark that one in our GPS unit, we'd start the first
interviewers at the closest houses, and in the beginning I would go around. After the first
eight clusters , the team leader would go around and estimate according to the GPS what
are the 30 houses closest to our random point. Realize this isn't quite a random sample
now. Spatial sampling is suspect to something referred to as "rural bias". If we took a
spatial sample of people in England you'd think 10 percent of them own sheep and cows;
that's because the people in England who own sheep and cows have a lot of space that
corresponds to their homes. Whereas graduates normally have about two square meters, so
the chances of picking random space that you'd land on a graduate student is a heck of a lot
lower than you'd land on a sheep farmer. So it's not quite perfect, but in these constraints
and given that we're sampling normally within villages and cities it was a heck of a lot
better than anything else we could come up with. When we got to the door, we asked them,
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"Who had lived here on the first of January, 2002? Who lived here today? Had anyone
moved in and out in between? Had anyone been born in between or died in between?" And
on those occasions when someone reported a violent death the interviewers wrote down a
narrative describing the circumstances of that violent death. When I went, I wanted to
confirm every death with a death certificate. The first day I met with the interviewers they
did not like that idea, and so I said, "alright, alright, alright." And we went out, and I said,
"Let's try it when we field test the questionnaire just once or twice. Let's try it." And so they
tried it, and at the end of the field questionnaire we negotiated that they would ask for the
first two adult death certificates within each cluster. They were worried that if at the end of
an interview they said, "I'm sorry, could you give me the death certificate.", it would be like
accusing them of lying. And at these times, in these circumstances, people might get angry,
they might pull out a gun, it could get ugly. So they didn't want to do it at all, so we had
this negotiated two per cluster result. Each team and a male and a female on it. Five of the
six interviewers were MDs. They were all Iraqis. They were all fluent in English. And this
study now, since we're going to compare a window of time before the intervention - before
the invasion - with after the invasion, we've got a huge advantage here statistically
speaking in that every 30 cluster neighborhood is acting like a control to itself. We've got a
before-after comparison to see the effect of the invasion. So even if somehow our sample is
a little bit skewed we should still be able to measure the effect of an invasion. they had a
whole bunch of tricks that they employed - probably the same ones you guys employ in
your activities. For example, when an interviewer finally got to a house and started
interviewing he'd always ask the children of that house to go to the next house and warn
that house that they were coming so that the first person who knocked on the door wouldn't
be a stranger. The wore white lab coats. There were a few other tricks like that they
employed. In the end, we made it to all 33 neighborhoods
18:06

We had randomly ricked.only five of almost all the thousand households refused to be
interviewed; which I find just astounding and a testament to their - to their nice tricks. And,
unfortunately, we didn't keep proper absentee records in six of the clusters, but in general
we think about seven percent of the time when we knocked on a door no one was home.
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Before the war, these households had experienced about 46 deaths. That's a crude
mortality rate of fiver per 1000 per year - that's the same as the rate in Jordan and Syria.
Some people have said this seems a little low. I don't know if that's true; it may be, it may
not be. When we looked at what people had died of, before the invasion,
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they had died of primarily of heart attacks and strokes and complications of chronic diseases
- more or less same things we die of in our country - countries. When we looked at the
death rates in the 33 neighborhoods we visited,
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there were a couple in which by chance no deaths had happened in the 30 houses. There
were a couple up around three times the average, but half of the clusters to the nearest
integer are between four and six. So we've got something pretty darn close to a normal
distribution in our death rates between clusters. After the invasion, these same households
experienced
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142 deaths, or a crude mortality rate about two and a half times what it had been before
the invasion. After the invasion the main cause of death was violence - accounting for over
half of all deaths. Auto-accidents seemed to be up a bit, but otherwise, people were dying
more or less of the same things they were dying of before the invasion. When we looked
into the narratives about how had my family member died violently much to our shock
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the vast majority, 84 percent, were attributed to coalition, and the biggest part of them in
one cluster - the cluster of Falluja. When we looked at the death rates within the 33
neighborhoods after the invasion
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we still got a couple by which in chance no - no one in 30 households had died . We still
got about half of all the clusters being in a pretty narrow range; from around seven to 10
deaths per 1000 per month. but there's this one cluster here, the cluster of Falluja that just
doesn't quite belong with the other community of death rates. Here are the number of
deaths per month in these 1000 households
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In red are violent deaths; in yellow are violent deaths specifically in the city of Falluja. So
this is running from a time in January 2002 till August of 2004. Realize we finished in the
middle of September so that September bar is deceptive since it only represents on average
about half of the month. So first thought is, you know, all that talk about in the couple
months right after the invasion things looked a little better that seems to bear out, and
secondly it seems that in 2004 than in the period of occupation in 2003. When you do a
single sample form a sampling universe, I was trained: never break it down and start
comparing the clusters. But The Lancet demanded we do this for publication, and so it's out
there and I better discuss it. There were seven
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clusters in the Kurdish North, and on average mortality was actually lower in the Kurdish
North than before - after the invasion than before the invasion. Virtually everywhere else,
with the exception of one province where there was no change, everywhere else mortality
was markedly up. So this notion that at least in 2004 things were only bad in a little bit of
Iraq - that's just not true. Moreover, if we exclude those seven clusters in the North where
there were no violent deaths, there's violent deaths in most of the neighborhoods that we
visited in Iraq. So, if we just did a shallow simple analysis, we would have come to the
conclusion that
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little more than a quarter million people had died and that we're 97.5 percent sure, that is
our 95 percent confidence interval would start at 140,000. But independent of the politics,
that just wouldn't be good science, it wouldn't be good science because if we look at these
before and after 23:25

before in blue, red after - pairings of death rates this cluster of Falluja it just doesn't belong
with the others when describing statistical patterns. So we set Falluja aside for the moment,
and we analyzed the data without Falluja. And lo and behold what we found was that, our
best estimate was about 98,000 people had died in excess of the rate of death before the
invasion, that we're 97 percent sure
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it was at least 8,000, we're 40 - we're at least 90 percent sure it was at least 44,000, but
that's just 32 neighborhoods - no more information. We actually had in our mind two other
very important things. We knew that before the invasion violence accounted for two percent
of deaths, after the invasion it accounted for most deaths. So given that there's this new
thing in the death profile, it becomes statistically very very
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unlikely if we set up - set aside our assumptions about normalcy; let's just throw normalcy
out the window for a moment. It becomes very unlikely that there could be a new cause of
death that's accounting for most deaths and the true number of dead to only be 10 or
20,000. That makes the likelihood at the lower end of this distribution is, as we had seen
assuming normalcy, it's not likely that that's the case. that's thought number one. And
thought number two is that Falluja cluster where a quarter of the population that was left
had died - left so that we could interview someone in the family - we don't think it's wrong.
We don't think it's invalid. We just think that it's so radically different, we don't know how to
put a confidence interval around it. One little grab of 30 houses in a city that was 300,000
people. So does that represent all of Falluja? Does it only represent that little neighborhood?
Does it only represent the halves of the neighborhoods that are most thumped? So just
because we don't know how to put a confidence interval around it doesn't mean we don't
think it's valid, so what we wrote in The Lancet was that when you take
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together this estimate here plus the notion that Falluja is far worse, plus the the notion that
there's a lot of violence meaning that if this distribution is wrong it would probably skew a
little upwards not downwards, and we said that we think at least 100,000ish people had
died. Might only have been 95, might only 90, might only be 85, but the chances of a 115
are a heck of a lot higher than at 85. And we wrote it that way, so we've done something
that is, I don't know, statistically - I don't know if it's unfair or unappropriate (sic); it's just
non-conventional. We used this outlier as a qualitative tool for describing our quantitative
result. If it's not around here it's probably higher; that was our conclusion. Well, as with all
studies, there are some serious potentials for bias in this study.
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People might have lied about deaths, but remember over 80 percent of the time at the end
of the interview when we said, "Oh, can we see the death certificate?", they could walk in
the house and come back with it. And on those occasions when they couldn't it was a death
from the month of fighting, or they said, "Well, my husband has it under key, and I don't
have the key." There was - there was always a reasonable explanation when they couldn't
come up with it. So my interviewers were quite convinced they hadn't lied. There's an issue
of survivor bias, meaning that maybe a whole household was wiped out and now there's no
one left for us to knock on the door of, or even worse - pardon me - or even more likely I
should say, maybe five of seven people were killed by a bomb and now the two remaining
people went to live with their nephew or cousin or someone. We know when we knock on
that cousin's door and we say, "Has anyone died since January 2002?", and they say, "Oh
yeah, there were five deaths from this other family." To make sure that people weren't
including distant people we said, "Were they sleeping here most nights the preceding two
months before they died?", and if the answer was no, if they weren't sleeping under that
individual roof we did not include them as a death in that household. So the potential of
survivor bias is actually quite high in this study. There's a possibility that certain kinds of
places weren't selected; in particular, Bedouins and people who are invisible on the
household knocking approach, people like combatants, insurgents, probably wouldn't have
been captured in our survey, and they might have had a different experience. And finally, as
I mentioned, about seven percent of households weren't at home when we knocked; that
may skew the results a little one way or the other, probably more more up than down if it
skewed it. There were some mistakes made. When I went to Iraq, I didn't want to survey
the Kurdish North. It wasn't invaded, things hadn't changed there, I wanted to measure the
effects of the invasion: why go? And my colleague Riyadh Lafta really did the lion's share of
the field =work and took almost all the risks, he said, "No way,we are one Iraq, we are
going to survey all of one Iraq and come up with one mortality rate for all of Iraq." And you
know, given the rigmarole,that occurred last week in selecting a President, you can see and
understand in Iraq how outrageously political the topic of separating out Kurdistan would
be. And so i have to assume we made the right call, but it made
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for a much wider confidence interval.If there weren't those seven clusters up there, which
on average went down, we would have had a more precise estimate. Once - I need to back
up - so when we picked our 33 random neighborhoods, there were a couple that looked
particularly bad, and we put off the worst ones till last so that if someone was killed while
interviewing at least in the effort we would have gotten as much information as we possibly
could and make the best argument for the Iraqis. So we put off till second to last Sadr City.
And so about the 19th of September there was only one of five interviewers who joined
Riyadh to go into Sadr City because he was 50 years, had lived in Iraq all his life, and never
stepped foot in that criminal den of Sadr City, and this was his big chance and he was really
excited. So they do their little map, draw their random point, they're driving in, there's
street after street bashed to hell by helicopter gunships. It looks really bad. they're coming
up to their random point, they turn the corner, and the street they've picked at random is
completely unscathed. Everyone offered them tea and biscuits, they had a wonderful time,
there had only been one violent death and that was a car-jacking, and so they were really
jazzed about their Sadr city experience. They come back that night, I said to Riyadh, "Look,
we've been to 32 of 33 places. Things are really hot in Falluja; they've been shelling the
crap out of it the last couple of days. Don't go. Please, we've got a bad story to tell, Falluja
won't add anything new.", and he said, "Allah has picked these clusters, I am doing Allah's
work; I must go." And we went back and forth for about an hour, but there was no way I
could convince him that - that we shouldn't go to Falluja. So the next day, he and only one
interviewer was willing to go, cause he had family members there, they went. The car was
searched twice by the Americans, once by the insurgents as they get in, and in retrospect it
was a mistake that once they had gotten into Falluja they didn't interview two or three
clusters so we'd have some notion of the variance around that one estimate and did that
one estimate really represent 300,000 people or not. We didn't really have an adequate
statistical plan in the sense that when we submitted this to The Lancet a statistician came
back and said, "We want you to measure the design effect and the relative risk." And, you
know I've submitted things to The Lancet with an odds-ratio from a cluster survey that

didn't have a design effect included in the odds-ratio, not only did I no know how to do it,
but when I called up all my buddies at the CDC none of them knew how to do it. And it was
only the Chairman of bio-statistics that bailed us out in our last minute by building some
logistical models that enabled us to put up proper confidence intervals that were exactly
identical to the ones we had made before. And finally, there's always one interview that
turns out to be the important one at the end of a big study, and this time it was a woman
from AP Wire Service in London. And she called up Hopkins, and I was in Gil Burnham's
office, and we went through this little spiel - we spoke for forty minutes - and she asked
about the timing of the study and I said, "Well yeah, of course we wanted this to come out
before the Presidential election because at least that way it would force the candidates to
discuss the issue of civilian deaths in Iraq and hopefully do something good for the Iraqi
people." And I used that word, "force", and when I just say it it kind of sounds OK, but
when you see it in writing that's a really bad-looking word. Oh. Secondly, I said, "We used
GPS unit to pick a random point, so I don't think any of our biases really affected where we
went." And finally, at the end of the interview she asked us, "Did you support the invasion
of Iraq?", and I said, "this wasn't a study about the invasion of Iraq; this was a study about
the occupation of Iraq, and all of us wanted it to go well." And Gil Burnham said well this is
what our institute does, blah-blah-blah. And she asked us a second time, and we gave her a
dodge. She asked a third time , and so I said, "This is Les speaking. Yeah, I was opposed to
the invasion of Iraq." Well, if she does just a Google search on me she'll read a Wall Street
Journal article on why I resigned from IRC and I - it was public knowledge. Well, it - when
wire service pieces a written - they write sort of the findings, a couple of contextual
paragraphs, and then they start tacking on extra paragraphs that people may or may not
want to run in their paper, and their was a paragraph that read something like this: I was
opposed to the War. We timed it because - we wanted it to come out before the President's
election because it would force the candidates to address the issue of - of dead civilians,
and i don't think our prejudices affected where we went. And the way it was pasted together
out of all of a 40 minute interview just looked really bad - it looked like we were activists.
So in the end we said, we think about the
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100,000 people who've died and if not, far higher, that violence is now up 58-fold, that
families attributed air strikes by the coalition as the main perpetrators of violent deaths.
And we concluded only two things; that if the US government keeps on boasting they don't
do body counts,
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how can they really be sure, under Article four of the Geneva convention, that they're
protecting civilians as they're required to do, and secondly, much more importantly in my
mind, how can it be if we don't know the true costs of the War, a big one being how many
people have died, how can we ever in the aftermath decide if this elective war was good or
bad? I mean we can't ever have that discussion even if we don't truly know the costs. And
so we said, someone needs to go out
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and confirm our findings, and that the occupation ought to think about its use of air power
in populated neighborhoods. Well, the coverage of this couldn't have been more different in
Europe than in North America. It was on the front page of
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La Monde and The Times and International Herald tribune and three times within a week
Tony Blair had to address in - in (unintelligible) this Lancet study. And I understand the
people at the Lancet are just chuffed about this. Jack Straw wrote a five page letter
responding to the Lancet article. In the US, that AP Wire Service with the really bad
paragraph made it on to page A-8 of the New York Times. We had an interview on page 12
of the Washington Post. The interviewer was incredibly bad, we corrected him twice and he
still said the death rat before was five percent per year and twelve percent after. He had
several things wrong, but the worse thing he did was he called up a weapons analyst at
Human Rights Watch and he said, "A group at Johns Hopkins has just come out with a study
saying a 100,000 civilians have died in Iraq, what do you think?", and he said, "I haven't
read it yet; I don't know, but that sounds high to me." And they put in the piece, "That
sounds high to me.", and so he was interviewed the next day on CNN, NBC, and several
other news stations and none of the authors were. In fact, he was heard talking about the
study 10 times more than any of the authors. And as soon as he had said that, his
colleagues jumped down his throat, he read the article, he retracted it all, and he never said
it again, but it was too late - cause the word had gotten out there. And most importantly,
there were two brilliant spin pieces written the very next day, and they all had sort of the
same spiel;
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they were respectful they said, "look they say the death rate is somewhere between 8,000
and 194,000." The one in Slate magazine said, "That's not a result; that's a dartboard."
they didn't point out that even within that one part the further away you get from 98,000
the less likely it is and that we're 90 percent sure it's over 44,000. they didn't say that, both
of them said between 8,000 and 194,000, and they concluded that it was so imprecise as to
be meaningless. And the fact that we used the Falluja cluster to temper our articulation of
that result - that didn't enter in there. the fact that violence was up 58- fold - that didn't
enter in there. They focused on that one part of our findings that was so indeed, imprecise.
And this went through the blog network with lightning speed. So it comes out on Thursday
in The Lancet, the spin pieces are written on a Friday, at least three people have told me
that the ministers in their church on the Sunday said that this study claiming civilian deaths
in Iraq have been completely discarded by the scientific community, and it's garbage. On
Monday I got a call from a reporter in Chicago who said, "I just called a right to life group
and asked them 'how do you - if you like life so much, how do you feel about a 100,000
dead Iraqis?' and they said, 'I heard it might only be 8,000 anyways.'" By election day, the
following Tuesday, my next door neighbor, who's about a two mile drive away, my next
door neighbor said, "Well I was listening to talk radio and I heard The Lancet study saying
8,000 deaths was flawed and wrong." And it was just amazing how this spread like wildfire.
That day, the Friday, the day after, a couple of reporters called the Center for Disease
Control and asked for someone there to comment, and they said, "well, no one here can
comment, but there's a statistician at Harvard who's willing to comment, and they gave him
the guy's name and number." turns out he's actually not at Harvard, he's at the American
Enterprise Institute, and he's one of the signatories of The Project for The New American
Century. And the fact that in 12 hours the Federal Government could like gear up its
machinery to steer things just the way they wanted was quite a tribute to the amazing
power of the Bush administration. I spent four years working for the Clinton Administration,
and I assure you - no comparison. these guys are so good compared to Clinton.
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You know, there's a hard-core set of people like my neighbor here with their mock missile
on top of their truck who aren't going to believe the findings no matter what. I accept that,
but what I'm really disappointed in is the Press. Turns out there a host of
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estimates out there about civilian deaths. Aside from our study, which over this time period
works out to about 112 deaths per day, there was a study in the New England Journal of
Medicine looking at the mental health of a sample of soldiers returning from Iraq and of that
sample, 14 percent of Army ground forces and 28 percent of Marines said they killed a
noncombatant accidentally while in Iraq. They were there on average seven months, you
start thinking, OK a 135,000 troops, three percent of them kill a civilian per month, that
works out to an estimate pretty darn close to our Lancet estimate. There is an NGO
coordination group in - in Iraq that collects information from local NGOs; they've been
recording about twice as many as Iraqi Body Count, the most widely known and the
universally cited comparator to our study. And there is other information now coming out, I
think this should arrive in the British Medical Journal in the next couple weeks, it's been
submitted anyways, this is the largest morgue in Baghdad. Here are the number of deaths
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reported at that morgue in purple, or fuchsia, and in blue are the violent deaths. So three
months before the invasion and then since - up to last September, the month of December
2003 is missing. We think that April, May might a little bit skewed since people were afraid
to go out and might not have used morgues at all. So those three months being bad set
aside, the rate of death after, over this period is 2.7 times higher than before. You know,
this is morgue data, so we don't quite know the population from which it came, it's not truly
a rate, things could have skewed it, but almost all of this increase is attributable to violence
- just like our study found. There was a - I'm trying to think - an AP wire - it's not there study that found almost the same thing. That 2/3 of all deaths were related to violence and
that 2/3 of them were attributable to the Coalition. Here's some data
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from a fellow named Patrick Ball, he was sort of the main person doing statistics for the
Truth and Reconciliation Committee of South Africa, he did something similar in Kosovo and
Guatemala, and he went through the newspapers - let me back up - he goes through a
capture-recapture process from lists of dead and tries to estimate the true number of dead.
And this is data from Guatemala from the years 1960 to 1995, and he has two things on
here. In black are the number of deaths according to his analysis, and in the dotted line is
the percent of those deaths reported in the Guatemalan newspapers. And you'll notice that
during the period of the most deaths, a seven year window, there's virtually no deaths
reported in the newspapers. There's a reason for this: things are insecure, reporters don't
want to go out, in times of war control of the media becomes particularly effective. And so
the fact that the Iraqi Body Count mechanism came up with a number like 15 percent as
high as ours I think is amazing. I've worked in several war zones and I've never
remembered mortality surveillance in times of war that captures 15 percent of deaths - you
know, in a whole country. And at a time I was afraid to go to Baghdad, they were reminding
the World that civilians were dying. So I like only take my hat off to them, but the fact that
they are the comparator for whether or not The Lancet number is valid I think is a sad
testimony to the statistical competence of the Press.
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We've got a problem in public health; if you look at the Online Encyclopedia of Wars and
Disasters, here are the sort of major wars with high death tolls, 200,000 or more, since
Vietnam. And in red are the ones
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for which there is any epidemiological estimate that was made during the conflict. In all the
rest, either a demographer afterwards or during the war a couple of reporters or priests
sitting around a bottle of whiskey sitting around a bottle of whiskey and they come up with
a number and they say, "Oh, I think 2 million people have died in Southern Sudan." And I
guess we shouldn't be so surprised - we shouldn't be so surprised that the Press doesn't
know how to handle this data that's so radically different from the Presidential polls and
other data that comes out, but I am disappointed at the outrageously skewed nature of the
coverage in my country. Not in your country, things are great in your country, thought it did
a great job - but in my country. And it tells me that the Press is embedded in the exact
same way that the opposition in Congress is and everyone else and that - that the press has
failed us in America quite, quite dismally. And on that ever so cheery note, I'll stop and the
interesting part of this will begin. Are there any questions?

